
When Plaintiff attempted to provide Waiver of Service to a number of 

defendants, in the package of the summons was provided a brief letter in 

attempt to encourage engagement.  What was shocking is that not one 

defendant provided a direct response with the enclosed envelope and chose 

instead to navigate the path of providing a Notice to Appear utilizing 

representation. 

In that letter, the Plaintiff proposed sending a preliminary settlement offer as 

a means to alleviate anxiety and concern regarding legal proceedings.  As 

the Plaintiff has made every attempt, when dealing with public servants, to 

be respectful, reasonable and lawful, the responding actions from public 

servants merely gathers more evidence for public educational value.  

Prior to entering this negotiation, I feel it is imperative to document my 

intentions to your firm, and the defendants in advance of sending this 

communication to the Federal Court.  

The Plaintiff has made every possible attempt to be reasonable every step 

along the way to respectfully, professionally to attempt to lawfully express 

his concerns at the appropriate time, place and manner at a public-school 

board meeting. These attempts are substantially documented, with no 

confusion possible regarding the motives or intentions of the Plaintiff. The 

Plaintiff's mere attempts to lawfully speak before a public-school board have 

developed into a broad conspiracy to convert constitutionally protected rights 

as clearly established in the 4th Amendment and the 1st Amendment. The 

subsequent actions against the Plaintiff have also failed 14th amendment 

protections. The Plaintiff had made beyond reasonable efforts to 

communicate to as many potentially involved entities to ensure that public 

servants would honor their oath to the Constitution and not convert the 

exercise of a right into a crime. 

It has been revealed that a message has been communicated throughout 

Chester County and the State, that the Plaintiff’s mere attempt to speak at 

any school board could be criminal in nature.  No evidence exists to validate 

that claim, however, that is the prevailing message presented among those 

representing various forms of authority. Unfortunately, the mere attempt by 

the Plaintiff to speak has resulted in criminal charges and an arrest, which 

all named defendants had various degrees of participation.  

 

 



Plaintiff will share that only a few public servants took a position to honor 

their oath and responded in a manner to uphold and protect the Plaintiff's 

constitutional rights.   

One individual, who is frequently being called out on the public record is an 

Octorara School Board member, who repeatedly objected to the unlawful 

acts by school board members and even advised other public servants to 

not enforce a policy when it deprives a citizen of their constitutional rights. 

Regardless of the countless attempts to inform a host of public officials, 

beginning back in October of 2021, Plaintiff experienced deprivation of rights 

and was unlawfully arrested in September of 2022.  The claim that the arrest 

was unlawful will need to be determined through trial and the state will not 

be able to present any evidence of a crime. Further, the reporting party did 

so fraudulently, lacked any evidence of a crime, allegations of a crime were 

never investigated, nor was a sworn affidavit produced by a reporting party.   

On November 7th, the Plaintiff (defendant in this case) had a preliminary 

hearing regarding the charges filed by the arresting affiant and the District  

Attorney’s office. The Plaintiff had 15 minutes to review and discuss (with the 

public defender's office) his case prior to the hearing. Amazingly enough, 

months' worth of documentation, communication and evidence could not be 

transferred to the Public Defender in such a brief encounter and Plaintiff 

entered the proceeding Pro Se.  The public response in the open court 

regarding that Public Defender publicly announcing that choice was a bit 

alarming but not surprising. 

The preliminary hearing provided more evidence of violations against the 

Plaintiff and captured how due process was denied to the Plaintiff by the 

magistrate. The magistrate was even on the record exposing his bias by 

demonstrating conduct that a predetermined position had been established 

on which to hold the matter over for trial and refusing evidence into the 

record.    

The magistrate failed to sequester a direct witness during testimony and 

prevented the Plaintiff from recording his own proceeding. 

 

 

 



The public will surely want to experience the manner in which the Plaintiff 

was prepared, the evidence available, and allow the public to discern how 

this particular court was certainly biased to favor the affiant, without regard 

to the rule of law. 

Plaintiff’s clear mission was to act in the manner of a “lesser magistrate” to 

advocate for a portion of a local population being harmed by those whom the 

community had voted into service.  Prior to ever attempting to advocate on 

behalf of local caregivers (individuals who have children in public education) 

Plaintiff sent advanced communication to numerous individuals in various 

positions of authority.  This communication clearly articulated the intentions, 

actions, along with hopes and expectations to have his constitutional rights 

protected, honored and supported by those who swore an oath to the same. 

Under the direction of District Attorney, Deb Ryan, DA Ryan directed the 

Chester County Detectives to open an investigation.  Plaintiff was led to 

believe that this investigation was related to Plaintiff’s concerns of the 

possibility or probability, that School Board Officials are depriving citizens of 

their constitutional rights to lawfully speak at public board meetings.  

However, both communication from Chester County Detectives along with a 

host of defendants, revealed that the investigation was an actual “criminal 

investigation” involving the Plaintiff.  This communication was in the form of 

a narrative constructed by Chester County Detectives, which had 

broadcasted a message to law enforcement, that the Plaintiff was to be 

perceived as a threat, to the entirety of law enforcement leadership in 

Chester County. 

This document is addressing counsel of defendants who received Right to 

Know Law requests (RTKL) related to communications received by their 

department, from the Chester County Detectives office. This communication 

was specific to a narrative projected by the Chester County Detectives which 

may have been the impetus to involve or entrap, Plaintiff into a “criminal 

investigation”.  

 

 

 



The Plaintiff has identified a few reasonable scenarios in which your clients 

willingly participated and based upon their acknowledgement would be a 

basis to entertain a settlement-based conversation. 

• Lacked due diligence when investigating a RTKL request 

• Possible destruction of a public record 

• Clients were aware and informed through communication to not 

produce a document through a directive, or an order through chain of 

command  

• Sought confirmation that a criminal investigation did exist, to deny the 

request, based upon that a claim of a criminal investigation involved a 

criminal act 

• Ignored responding to the RTKL request 

• Followed administrative directives, found the source document, but 

was told to deny the request  

 

To make it easy for the defendants which you represent, the Plaintiff 

proposes presenting to the defendants the ability to respond to their 

participation regarding the request. 

Plaintiff understands that RTKL responses are to be responded to base upon 

truth and are subject to perjurious consequences. Plaintiff accepted the 

responses from the majority of defendants based upon being honest and 

truthful and it would not be logical to file an appeal based upon a response. 

Filing an appeal to a response would only affirm the requested response. If 

an appeal response provided contradictory information related to the first 

response, one of the responses could be perceived as perjurious. Plaintiff 

chose to rely upon the response as provided based upon the terms identified 

in the RTKL Statute. 

Plaintiff cannot determine the basis of the Defendant’s response as the 

Plaintiff was in possession of the document submitted by Chester County 

Detectives, and merely desired to confirm (on the record) that other officer 

recipients of that document, officially received this notification  

 

 



The Plaintiff understands that defendants may have made an error, mis-

stake, misrepresentation or were following orders. However, those elements 

furthered to advance harm which was predicted to befall the Plaintiff and that 

harm is continuing. 

Plaintiff understands the leap of a single defendant's actions being identified 

as conspiratorial. However, what was revealed was that the actions, while 

they may have been individualized, the total of all defendants demonstrating 

a consistent response to the Plaintiff was either a practice within Law 

Enforcement to respond to RTKL requests. Or, it was a collaborative, 

planned response within Law Enforcement under someone's direction. 

The unfortunate issue is that the defendant had documented and predicted 

the behavior of law enforcement, in advance of their actions, when 

responding to the RTKL request. The defendant’s validated the prediction 

through their own actions or inaction. 

The Plaintiff never desired to assign ill will, or ill intentions to this request and 

held a hope out that those in authority would make a wise choice. The 

Plaintiff is pleased to note, that a few departments did provide the requested 

public record and are not named defendants. 

Not to be redundant, but this oversight, when viewed from the totality of 

events, is related to the actions of public servants attempting to create a 

criminal scenario in which to convert the mere attempt to exercise a 

constitutional right into a criminal action. Just as a point of clarification, 

Plaintiff only desired to speak publicly for 3 minutes.  

The mere attempt to remain secure in Plaintiff’s 4th Amendment to exercise 

his 1st Amendment, at the lawful time, at a lawful place, and in a respectful 

manner, was criminalized.  

The criminal actions were an unlawful traffic stop based upon a  

 suspicious vehicle. 

Unlawful removal from a public meeting with no evidence of a crime. 

Unlawfully arrested for Defiant Trespass After Warning, where no 

 criminal trespass document nor sworn affidavit by reporting party was 

 produced. 

 



 

Again, the Plaintiff had sufficiently documented attempts to be reasonable 

with all involved public servants to inform them of their limits of authority, to 

prevent them from acting in their private person capacity. Plaintiff also had 

predicted this outcome, documented in an eBook presented to Chester 

County Detectives back in October. 

The Plaintiff never desired to have public servants in a position that required 

any interaction, to inform them of their limits of authority, and hoped that 

Plaintiff’s rights were secure. 

Unfortunately, a significant burden exists for private citizens to make every 

attempt to be reasonable with public servants.  This was determined by the 

Supreme Court in Graham v Connor. 

The Plaintiff exhaustively attempted to be reasonable, to afford public 

servants to pause, make a phone call, do some research, contact the DA’s 

office, or disengage. That did not work out positively for the Plaintiff and the 

Federal Court is where the court will determine the Graham v Conner tipping 

points to favor the defendants, or did the plaintiff do enough to be 

demonstrate attempting to be reasonable with public servants? 

The actions perpetrated by the defendants are part of a broad matrix of 

communication, that began at the District Attorney’s office that filtered all the 

way to presentations and representations made by many levels of law 

enforcement, Public School Board officials. The communication advanced 

not only a false narrative but resulted in criminal violence against the Plaintiff 

after the filing of his complaint while attempting legal service.    

This is a civil matter which benefits from full public visibility, which has been 

a consistent theme of the Plaintiff's endeavors, to inform the public of how 

private citizens are expected to conduct themselves. The public must have 

full visibility to the entirety of Plaintiff's case, so all citizens can learn about 

the process from beginning to end.  

It is an important observation to clarify that the imbalance of power in the 

relationship between private citizens and those in public service exists, and 

the imbalance appears to favor the advancement of the State, and disfavor 

the private citizen.   



However, this imbalance is a relational divide which can be lessened through 

education and respecting the importance and value of those who chose the 

role to serve the public, who lawfully honor their oath to those whom they 

serve.   

The Plaintiff has a more informed understanding of the multitude of 

protections provided to those in public service. Private citizens do not enjoy 

the same benefits or legal protections afforded in public service.  

For general educational value, Supreme Court precedents, Court 

Procedures, Process, Legal Representation, and more, coupled with 

protections provided through Qualified Immunity are unknown to the 

common citizen, but are indeed barriers for citizens if they are seeking equal 

justice under the law. 

When a private citizen is disadvantaged through the unlawful acts of a public 

servant, restitution requires a significant legal battle, time investment and 

expense, if the violation was unlawful. 

However, when the unlawful action has been confirmed and verified through 

the legal process, the financial component is generally funded through 

taxpayer funds, or an insurance bond.   

The common man deduces that the individual who perpetrated the alleged 

violations or crimes has no actual personal (financial) accountability and may 

have a punishment of paid administrative leave. 

In a world where citizens desire equal justice, the process involving public 

servants isn’t formed to provide equal justice.  Meaning, one has no basis to 

expect any corrected behavior, if no personal consequence exists.  

The Plaintiff wants to afford the defendant(s) the ability to be transparent and 

authentic to the citizens they serve, as you present this offer to the 

defendant(s). 

Plaintiff seeks defendants to acknowledge their own particular involvement 

in this conspiracy to deprive Plaintiff his constitutionally protected rights.  Just 

so that the defendants have broader context on to the exact harm, Plaintiff 

provides the below brief detail. 

 

 



 

The Plaintiff took extensive steps in an attempt to inform his clear intentions 

and provided access to an eBook which clearly outlined his desires and 

preparedness, if the Plaintiff were to encounter any individual (public servant 

or private citizen) who would attempt to interfere with his lawful right to 

exercise his 1st Amendment protected rights.  

Unfortunately, few performed any due diligence in investigating or 

researching the Plaintiff’s intentions and fabricated a narrative which 

converted the mere attempt to speak into a potential criminal act. The 

Plaintiff’s public accounting of events, along with his actions, provide no 

legitimacy to the fabricated narrative. 

This narrative was broadcast through the entirety of Chester County law 

enforcement and resulted in certain defendants conspiring to publicly dox the 

defendant, unlawfully use their authority to arrest for a traffic stop termed a 

non-criminal investigation. But the harm continued where law enforcement, 

acting in their private person capacity, converted a constitutionally protected 

right into a criminal act of criminal trespassing. 

The shocking fact is that law enforcement demonstrates a lack of knowledge 

regarding the law related to criminal trespass from public property.  

They also demonstrated that they are unwilling to research or even seek 

clarification and defer to their training to arrest and allow the issue to be 

resolved in court. Regardless of the countless attempts of a citizen to inform 

law enforcement on the law and the limits of their authority, coercion, 

intimidation, duress and false statements require an objective record to 

contrast a narrative contained in any police report.  

The Plaintiff has presented videos on social channels which provide an 

objective record of all encounters with public servants.  These videos provide 

a real time capture of the events, which must be held in contrast to any 

hearsay narratives, or written statements.  These videos are merely a small 

portion of the evidence gathered by Plaintiff, which only a portion have been 

released as exhibits in the complaint. 

 

 



Many defendants were sent Right to Know Law requests confirming their 

receipt of non-contextual narrative from Chester County Detectives, along 

with some instructions. Your client has been identified being involved with 

one or several of the below identified steps which they personally 

participated or performed under direct orders or guidance. 

 

• Received a RTKL request seeking a specific email sent by Chester 

County Detectives 

• Ignored responding to the request 

• Provided a response denying the request, stating the matter is related 

to a criminal investigation 

• Provided a response that no record exists 

• Filed a 30-day extension to respond 

• Failed to respond after the 30-day extension 

 

Plaintiff understands that some individuals were merely performing a task at 

the direction of someone else. The hope is, that if the direction provided was 

to ignore or not respond, that the individual performing the task, has a record 

of that communication, along with evidence of registering their objection to 

being asked to not follow the law or policy.  

Plaintiff is a reasonable person and would weigh being presented such 

evidence as consideration in reviewing a defendant’s offer. 

The Plaintiff has been repeatedly clear of his intentions along with the 

educational value of documenting this particular process. The creation of a 

public archive is important to share with the public, to provide clarity on how 

public servants apply the term “reasonable”.  

Citizens may expect that it would be reasonable to request a written apology, 

with an admission or acknowledgement of doing something improper.  

However, most citizens have a misunderstanding of the culture of public 

service and the multitude of paths to avoid responding to such a request.   

 

 



It is not appropriate for the Plaintiff to paint with such a large brush and if a 

defendant is willing to make such an effort in their response, that also will 

receive reasonable consideration. 

The Plaintiff understands that public servants are hesitant to make any offer 

which could in turn be presented in the public domain, and prefer to function 

with minimal exposure.  While the Plaintiff is not a big proponent of this 

particular approach, he is also willing to entertain a response to provide a 

degree of limiting public view.   

Just as an example: “Plaintiff has received an offer of settlement from certain 

individuals.  While the terms of the settlement are not 100% aligned with the 

Plaintiff's desires for public disclosure, the Plaintiff resolved the issues fairly 

with those particular defendants.”   

As the plaintiff has suffered immensely through this exhaustive process 

through slander, misstatements, misrepresentations, false characterizations, 

all devoid of any evidence, the reputational harm is immeasurable.   

However, consistent with the Plaintiff's worldview, the monetary component 

is being pushed to your clients for their own determination to make a first 

offer.  Any client who spent any energy exploring the manner in which 

Plaintiff advocates can easily discern where a reasonable offer should begin. 

The Plaintiff continues to strive to be reasonable through the entire process 

and part of his mission is focused on educational value for the general public. 

At the same time understands that public dissemination is not always to the 

best interest and goals for a host of reasons. 

Plaintiff is pledging that this document will NOT be presented in the Public 

Domain if defendants choose to act, or participate in a negotiation which 

would need to be acknowledged within 15 days upon receipt. 

If no interaction happens within the 15 day time period, Plaintiff will share 

this proactive, conditional settlement offer to the Court. When received and 

recorded by the court, it is a public record and will be disseminated to 

interested entities or individuals.   

 

 

 



The Plaintiff desires the most positive resolution to all involved. Plaintiff 

proposes the following formula for your clients to consider if they desire to 

make an offer. 

Plaintiff has received many defendants' motion to dismiss and is prepared to 

provide a counter response to deny the motion. However, it is Plaintiff’s 

desire that this approach is perceived as more respectful, professional and 

honoring to both the Plaintiff and Defendant(s). 

 

Defendant would agree that they participated in one or several of the above-

named actions, and provide a written acknowledgement and awareness to 

review procedures and possibly provide training.  (X$’s) 

Remain silent in their admission and propose (Y$’s) to make this go away. 

Plaintiff is being consistent through his entire messaging that this has never 

been about money but accountability and transparency. We The People 

benefit from knowing we either have constitutionally protected rights, our 

public servants will honor their oath, or, that an oath was merely a check in 

a box and We The People have surrendered to live out our lives based upon 

conditions and permissions based upon policy enforcement. 

Plaintiff is also willing to provide educational training to law enforcement 

directly or through a 3rd party, on encountering citizens who are 

knowledgeable on asserting their rights, and to avoid the risk of civil litigation 

which could pierce qualified immunity.  Plaintiff is open to discussions 

regarding training compensation as a potential settlement remedy. 

 

 

 

 

The Plaintiff specifically left the monetary value out of the offer to 

demonstrate consistency to the defendants, consistency to the citizens 

watching the events, and to be authentic and transparent to the court. 

In the event defendant’s desire to move forward on this path, communication 

is to be private, confidential and not to be shared between defendants or 



between defendant counsel. Public disclosure of the negotiation is 

determined if/when a defendant chooses to engage. 

Regards, 

 

John Miller 

Plaintiff Pro Se 

 



RE: Case # 22-3329 Private Conditional Settle Proposal

From Andrew W. Norfleet <ANorfleet@laverylaw.com>

To 'Ryan Miller'<CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com>

CC Andrew W. Norfleet<ANorfleet@laverylaw.com>

Date Thursday, December 8th, 2022 at 1�53 PMThursday, December 8th, 2022 at 1�53 PM

Mr. Miller:
 
Good afternoon. We represent Marc Partee (Chief Partee) in this case.  I received this morning the twelve (12)
page document drafted by you, which you describe as a “private conditional settle[ment] proposal.”   
 
After reviewing your complaint, I cannot understand why you named Chief Partee as a defendant in this case.
  Chief Partee is the Chief of Police at Lincoln University.  None of the events you describe in your complaint
occurred at Lincoln University.   Further, you do not allege that Chief Partee was involved in the traffic stop
described in your complaint. 
 
If you wish to explain your theory of liability against Chief Partee, please share that information with me.   
 
Have a good day.
 
Andy
 
Andrew W. Norfleet, J.D., LL.M.
Lavery Law
225 Market Street, Suite 304
Harrisburg, PA 17101
anorfleet@laverylaw.com
(717) 233-6633
 

  **IMPORTANT NOTICE**
The information contained in this email transmission is privileged and confidential and subject to the attorney/client
privilege, and is otherwise protected from disclosure under applicable law.  This transmission is intended only for the use of
the individual or entity to which it is herein addressed.  If the reader of this transmission is not the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, copying, or use of this transmission or any information contained
herein is strictly prohibited.
If you have received this transmission in error, please call 717-233-6633 and return the transmission to us via email, fax
(717) 233-7003, or U.S. First Class mail.  We will promptly reimburse you for any costs you incur.

mailto:anorfleet@laverylaw.com


 
 
 
 

From: CulturalContrarian <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com> 
 Sent: Thursday, December 8, 2022 12:13 PM

 To: 'Ryan Miller' <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com>
 Subject: Case # 22-3329 Private Conditional Settle Proposal

 
 
To Counsel:
I respectfully submit the attached document for your review and presentation to defendants for their reasonable
consideration. I have chosen to communicate directly through email as it is my best attempt to ensure a respectable
degree of privacy for consideration of this proposal. The document hopefully captures my desires and intentions
clearly and if additional clarity is desired I am open to those conversations. I am open to phone conversations and
email. 
 
Regards,
 
John Ryan Miller
Plaintiff Pro Se



2.40 KB 1 embedded image

image001.jpg 2.40 KB



RE: Case # 22-3329 Private Conditional Settle Proposal

From 'Ryan Miller' <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com>

To Andrew W. Norfleet<ANorfleet@laverylaw.com>

Date Thursday, December 8th, 2022 at 2�08 PMThursday, December 8th, 2022 at 2�08 PM

Thank you for your reply. You client was in receipt of an email from Chester County Detectives informing them of my
actions. Your client was in receipt of a RTKL request submitted on March 30, 2022 and ignored the response as
provided as evidence provided to the court. I was hopeful that your client would have done research to verify his own
investigation to provide you with the documents of his participation. As I stated in my offer, that I was in possession of
the document I was seeking, with your client's name identified in the broadcast email.  

I am also hopeful that I had never desired for these events to come to this level at all and I am sensitive to those in
authority that got put in a precarious position through the actions of others. Unfortunately, the major culprits are the
Octorara School Board and my desire is to simply document how far and wide the actions went simply to deny my
right to speak.

To be completely transparent, I would prefer a peaceful resolution with the defendants in your clients position (in the
spirit of the proposal), and demonstrate that I strive to be a very reasonable person, even when my exercise of a right
gets converted into allegations of a crime.

I hope this provides clarity and would appreciate a response one way or another.

Regards,

John Ryan Miller
Plaintiff Pro Se
------- Original Message -------

On Thursday, December 8th, 2022 at 1�53 PM, Andrew W. Norfleet <ANorfleet@laverylaw.com> wrote:

Mr. Miller:

Good afternoon. We represent Marc Partee (Chief Partee) in this case.  I received this morning the twelve (12)

page document drafted by you, which you describe as a “private conditional settle[ment] proposal.”   

After reviewing your complaint, I cannot understand why you named Chief Partee as a defendant in this case.

  Chief Partee is the Chief of Police at Lincoln University.  None of the events you describe in your complaint

occurred at Lincoln University.   Further, you do not allege that Chief Partee was involved in the traffic stop

described in your complaint. 



If you wish to explain your theory of liability against Chief Partee, please share that information with me.   

Have a good day.

Andy

Andrew W. Norfleet, J.D., LL.M.

Lavery Law

225 Market Street, Suite 304

Harrisburg, PA 17101

anorfleet@laverylaw.com

(717) 233-6633

 

  **IMPORTANT NOTICE**

The information contained in this email transmission is privileged and confidential and subject to the attorney/client
privilege, and is otherwise protected from disclosure under applicable law.  This transmission is intended only for the
use of the individual or entity to which it is herein addressed.  If the reader of this transmission is not the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, copying, or use of this transmission or any
information contained herein is strictly prohibited.

If you have received this transmission in error, please call 717-233-6633 and return the transmission to us via email, fax
(717) 233-7003, or U.S. First Class mail.  We will promptly reimburse you for any costs you incur.

mailto:anorfleet@laverylaw.com


From: CulturalContrarian <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com> 

Sent: Thursday, December 8, 2022 12�13 PM

To: 'Ryan Miller' <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com>

Subject: Case # 22-3329 Private Conditional Settle Proposal

 

To Counsel:

I respectfully submit the attached document for your review and presentation to defendants for their reasonable
consideration. I have chosen to communicate directly through email as it is my best attempt to ensure a
respectable degree of privacy for consideration of this proposal. The document hopefully captures my desires and
intentions clearly and if additional clarity is desired I am open to those conversations. I am open to phone
conversations and email. 

 

Regards,

 

John Ryan Miller

Plaintiff Pro Se
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RE: Case # 22-3329 Private Conditional Settle Proposal

From Andrew W. Norfleet <ANorfleet@laverylaw.com>

To 'Ryan Miller'<CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com>

CC Andrew W. Norfleet<ANorfleet@laverylaw.com>

Date Thursday, December 8th, 2022 at 3�28 PMThursday, December 8th, 2022 at 3�28 PM

Mr. Miller:
 
Thank you for the reply.  We will agree, respectfully, to disagree.  I do not recall reviewing a specific request sent
to Chief Partee.
 
As you note in your email, Chief Partee was not involved in any events involving you and the Octorara Area
School District/School Board.  Chief Partee was not involved in the traffic stop you described in your complaint. 
Finally, Chief Partee was not/is not involved in filing any criminal charges against you.
 
I appreciate the opportunity to discuss this with you.  I will share your correspondence with my client.  To return
the transparency you afforded me, it remains my position that Chief Parteee had no personal involvement in the
alleged incidents you described in your complaint.
 
Thank you,
 
Andy
 
Andrew W. Norfleet, J.D., LL.M.
Lavery Law
225 Market Street, Suite 304
Harrisburg, PA 17101
anorfleet@laverylaw.com
(717) 233-6633
 

  **IMPORTANT NOTICE**
The information contained in this email transmission is privileged and confidential and subject to the attorney/client
privilege, and is otherwise protected from disclosure under applicable law.  This transmission is intended only for the use of
the individual or entity to which it is herein addressed.  If the reader of this transmission is not the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, copying or use of this transmission or any information contained
herein is strictly prohibited.

mailto:anorfleet@laverylaw.com


If you have received this transmission in error, please call 717-233-6633 and return the transmission to us via email, fax
(717) 233-7003, or U.S. First Class mail.  We will promptly reimburse you for any costs you incur.
 
 
 

From: CulturalContrarian <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com> 
 Sent: Thursday, December 8, 2022 2:09 PM

 To: Andrew W. Norfleet <ANorfleet@laverylaw.com>
 Subject: RE: Case # 22-3329 Private Conditional Settle Proposal

 
Thank you for your reply. You client was in receipt of an email from Chester County Detectives informing them of my
actions. Your client was in receipt of a RTKL request submitted on March 30, 2022 and ignored the response as
provided as evidence provided to the court. I was hopeful that your client would have done research to verify his own
investigation to provide you with the documents of his participation. As I stated in my offer, that I was in possession of
the document I was seeking, with your client's name identified in the broadcast email.  
 
I am also hopeful that I had never desired for these events to come to this level at all and I am sensitive to those in
authority that got put in a precarious position through the actions of others. Unfortunately, the major culprits are the
Octorara School Board and my desire is to simply document how far and wide the actions went simply to deny my
right to speak.
 
To be completely transparent, I would prefer a peaceful resolution with the defendants in your clients position (in the
spirit of the proposal), and demonstrate that I strive to be a very reasonable person, even when my exercise of a right
gets converted into allegations of a crime.
 
I hope this provides clarity and would appreciate a response one way or another.
 
Regards,
 
John Ryan Miller
Plaintiff Pro Se
------- Original Message -------

 On Thursday, December 8th, 2022 at 1:53 PM, Andrew W. Norfleet <ANorfleet@laverylaw.com> wrote:
 

Mr. Miller:
 
Good afternoon. We represent Marc Partee (Chief Partee) in this case.  I received this morning the twelve
(12) page document drafted by you, which you describe as a “private conditional settle[ment] proposal.”   
 
After reviewing your complaint, I cannot understand why you named Chief Partee as a defendant in this
case.   Chief Partee is the Chief of Police at Lincoln University.  None of the events you describe in your
complaint occurred at Lincoln University.   Further, you do not allege that Chief Partee was involved in the
traffic stop described in your complaint. 

mailto:ANorfleet@laverylaw.com


 
If you wish to explain your theory of liability against Chief Partee, please share that information with me.   
 
Have a good day.
 
Andy
 
Andrew W. Norfleet, J.D., LL.M.
Lavery Law
225 Market Street, Suite 304
Harrisburg, PA 17101
anorfleet@laverylaw.com
(717) 233-6633
 

  **IMPORTANT NOTICE**
The information contained in this email transmission is privileged and confidential and subject to the attorney/client
privilege, and is otherwise protected from disclosure under applicable law.  This transmission is intended only for the
use of the individual or entity to which it is herein addressed.  If the reader of this transmission is not the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, copying, or use of this transmission or any
information contained herein is strictly prohibited.
If you have received this transmission in error, please call 717-233-6633 and return the transmission to us via email, fax
(717) 233-7003, or U.S. First Class mail.  We will promptly reimburse you for any costs you incur.
 
 
 
 

From: CulturalContrarian <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com> 
 Sent: Thursday, December 8, 2022 12:13 PM

 To: 'Ryan Miller' <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com>
 Subject: Case # 22-3329 Private Conditional Settle Proposal

 
 
To Counsel:
I respectfully submit the attached document for your review and presentation to defendants for their reasonable
consideration. I have chosen to communicate directly through email as it is my best attempt to ensure a
respectable degree of privacy for consideration of this proposal. The document hopefully captures my desires and
intentions clearly and if additional clarity is desired I am open to those conversations. I am open to phone
conversations and email. 
 
Regards,
 

mailto:anorfleet@laverylaw.com
mailto:CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com
mailto:CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com


John Ryan Miller
Plaintiff Pro Se
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RE: Case # 22-3329 Private Conditional Settle Proposal

From 'Ryan Miller' <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com>

To Andrew W. Norfleet<ANorfleet@laverylaw.com>

Date Thursday, December 8th, 2022 at 4�06 PMThursday, December 8th, 2022 at 4�06 PM

Are you disagreeing that your client received an email from Chester County Detectives, didn't receive a RTKL to
furnish a copy of that email and ignored that request?  If that is you and your client's position, I will simply suggest
that a disagreement isn't with my representation, but with the evidence.

I provided the date of the request and your client may want to check with Antonio S. Ortega to determine if Mr. Ortega
may have failed to inform your client properly. My request was not presented to Mr. Ortega, but your client.   

Regard,

John Ryan Miller

Plaintiff Pro Se
------- Original Message -------

On Thursday, December 8th, 2022 at 2�08 PM, CulturalContrarian <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com> wrote:

Thank you for your reply. You client was in receipt of an email from Chester County Detectives informing them of
my actions. Your client was in receipt of a RTKL request submitted on March 30, 2022 and ignored the response
as provided as evidence provided to the court. I was hopeful that your client would have done research to verify
his own investigation to provide you with the documents of his participation. As I stated in my offer, that I was in
possession of the document I was seeking, with your client's name identified in the broadcast email.  
 
I am also hopeful that I had never desired for these events to come to this level at all and I am sensitive to those in
authority that got put in a precarious position through the actions of others. Unfortunately, the major culprits are
the Octorara School Board and my desire is to simply document how far and wide the actions went simply to deny
my right to speak.
 
To be completely transparent, I would prefer a peaceful resolution with the defendants in your clients position (in
the spirit of the proposal), and demonstrate that I strive to be a very reasonable person, even when my exercise of
a right gets converted into allegations of a crime.
 
I hope this provides clarity and would appreciate a response one way or another.
 
Regards,
 
John Ryan Miller
Plaintiff Pro Se
------- Original Message -------

On Thursday, December 8th, 2022 at 1�53 PM, Andrew W. Norfleet <ANorfleet@laverylaw.com> wrote:



Mr. Miller:

Good afternoon. We represent Marc Partee (Chief Partee) in this case.  I received this morning the twelve

(12) page document drafted by you, which you describe as a “private conditional settle[ment] proposal.”   

After reviewing your complaint, I cannot understand why you named Chief Partee as a defendant in this

case.   Chief Partee is the Chief of Police at Lincoln University.  None of the events you describe in your

complaint occurred at Lincoln University.   Further, you do not allege that Chief Partee was involved in the

traffic stop described in your complaint. 

If you wish to explain your theory of liability against Chief Partee, please share that information with me.   

Have a good day.

Andy

Andrew W. Norfleet, J.D., LL.M.

Lavery Law

225 Market Street, Suite 304

Harrisburg, PA 17101

anorfleet@laverylaw.com

(717) 233-6633

 

  **IMPORTANT NOTICE**

The information contained in this email transmission is privileged and confidential and subject to the attorney/client
privilege, and is otherwise protected from disclosure under applicable law.  This transmission is intended only for the
use of the individual or entity to which it is herein addressed.  If the reader of this transmission is not the intended

mailto:anorfleet@laverylaw.com


recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, copying, or use of this transmission or any
information contained herein is strictly prohibited.

If you have received this transmission in error, please call 717-233-6633 and return the transmission to us via email,
fax (717) 233-7003, or U.S. First Class mail.  We will promptly reimburse you for any costs you incur.

From: CulturalContrarian <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com> 

Sent: Thursday, December 8, 2022 12�13 PM

To: 'Ryan Miller' <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com>

Subject: Case # 22-3329 Private Conditional Settle Proposal

 

To Counsel:

I respectfully submit the attached document for your review and presentation to defendants for their reasonable
consideration. I have chosen to communicate directly through email as it is my best attempt to ensure a
respectable degree of privacy for consideration of this proposal. The document hopefully captures my desires
and intentions clearly and if additional clarity is desired I am open to those conversations. I am open to phone
conversations and email. 

 

Regards,

 

John Ryan Miller

Plaintiff Pro Se
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RE: Case # 22-3329 Private Conditional Settle Proposal

From 'Ryan Miller' <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com>

To Andrew W. Norfleet<ANorfleet@laverylaw.com>

Date Thursday, December 8th, 2022 at 4�15 PMThursday, December 8th, 2022 at 4�15 PM

I just thought of something. Is it possible since this request came out of the blue, that your client handed it off, and
deleted the record thinking it was complete? Would it be helpful if I presented something which might indicate that
might have happened? This way your client might be able to go through deleted files and recover the data?  Such as
an email sent on 3/31/2022 asking questions, by an unrelated party (Mr. Ortega) to establish conditions to furnish a
public record?
Again I want to demonstrate that I want to be reasonable and accept that errors can occur. I appreciate the private
conversation to help resolve your clients participation.

Regards,

John Ryan Miller
Plaintiff Pro Se
------- Original Message -------

On Thursday, December 8th, 2022 at 4�06 PM, CulturalContrarian <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com> wrote:

Are you disagreeing that your client received an email from Chester County Detectives, didn't receive a RTKL to
furnish a copy of that email and ignored that request?  If that is you and your client's position, I will simply suggest
that a disagreement isn't with my representation, but with the evidence.
 
I provided the date of the request and your client may want to check with Antonio S. Ortega to determine if Mr.
Ortega may have failed to inform your client properly. My request was not presented to Mr. Ortega, but your client. 
 
 
Regard,
 
John Ryan Miller
 
Plaintiff Pro Se
------- Original Message -------

On Thursday, December 8th, 2022 at 2�08 PM, CulturalContrarian <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com>

wrote:

Thank you for your reply. You client was in receipt of an email from Chester County Detectives informing them
of my actions. Your client was in receipt of a RTKL request submitted on March 30, 2022 and ignored the
response as provided as evidence provided to the court. I was hopeful that your client would have done
research to verify his own investigation to provide you with the documents of his participation. As I stated in my
offer, that I was in possession of the document I was seeking, with your client's name identified in the
broadcast email.  



 
I am also hopeful that I had never desired for these events to come to this level at all and I am sensitive to
those in authority that got put in a precarious position through the actions of others. Unfortunately, the major
culprits are the Octorara School Board and my desire is to simply document how far and wide the actions went
simply to deny my right to speak.
 
To be completely transparent, I would prefer a peaceful resolution with the defendants in your clients position
(in the spirit of the proposal), and demonstrate that I strive to be a very reasonable person, even when my
exercise of a right gets converted into allegations of a crime.
 
I hope this provides clarity and would appreciate a response one way or another.
 
Regards,
 
John Ryan Miller
Plaintiff Pro Se
------- Original Message -------

On Thursday, December 8th, 2022 at 1�53 PM, Andrew W. Norfleet <ANorfleet@laverylaw.com> wrote:

Mr. Miller:

Good afternoon. We represent Marc Partee (Chief Partee) in this case.  I received this morning the

twelve (12) page document drafted by you, which you describe as a “private conditional settle[ment]

proposal.”   

After reviewing your complaint, I cannot understand why you named Chief Partee as a defendant in this

case.   Chief Partee is the Chief of Police at Lincoln University.  None of the events you describe in your

complaint occurred at Lincoln University.   Further, you do not allege that Chief Partee was involved in

the traffic stop described in your complaint. 

If you wish to explain your theory of liability against Chief Partee, please share that information with

me.   

Have a good day.

Andy



Andrew W. Norfleet, J.D., LL.M.

Lavery Law

225 Market Street, Suite 304

Harrisburg, PA 17101

anorfleet@laverylaw.com

(717) 233-6633

 

  **IMPORTANT NOTICE**

The information contained in this email transmission is privileged and confidential and subject to the
attorney/client privilege, and is otherwise protected from disclosure under applicable law.  This transmission is
intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is herein addressed.  If the reader of this
transmission is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, copying, or
use of this transmission or any information contained herein is strictly prohibited.

If you have received this transmission in error, please call 717-233-6633 and return the transmission to us via
email, fax (717) 233-7003, or U.S. First Class mail.  We will promptly reimburse you for any costs you incur.

From: CulturalContrarian <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com> 

Sent: Thursday, December 8, 2022 12�13 PM

To: 'Ryan Miller' <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com>

Subject: Case # 22-3329 Private Conditional Settle Proposal

 

To Counsel:

I respectfully submit the attached document for your review and presentation to defendants for their
reasonable consideration. I have chosen to communicate directly through email as it is my best attempt to
ensure a respectable degree of privacy for consideration of this proposal. The document hopefully captures

mailto:anorfleet@laverylaw.com


my desires and intentions clearly and if additional clarity is desired I am open to those conversations. I am
open to phone conversations and email. 

 

Regards,

 

John Ryan Miller

Plaintiff Pro Se

2.40 KB 1 embedded image

image001.jpg 2.40 KB



RE: Case # 22-3329 Private Conditional Settle Proposal

From Andrew W. Norfleet <ANorfleet@laverylaw.com>

To 'Ryan Miller'<CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com>

CC Andrew W. Norfleet<ANorfleet@laverylaw.com>

Date Thursday, December 8th, 2022 at 4�13 PMThursday, December 8th, 2022 at 4�13 PM

Mr. Miller:
 
Thank you for the reply.  My initial response was to ask you to dismiss Chief Partee as a defendant in this case. 
Based on our exchanged correspondence, it seems that is not an option.
 
I appreciate your time today.
 
Andy
 
Andrew W. Norfleet, J.D., LL.M.
Lavery Law
225 Market Street, Suite 304
Harrisburg, PA 17101
anorfleet@laverylaw.com
(717) 233-6633
 

  **IMPORTANT NOTICE**
The information contained in this email transmission is privileged and confidential and subject to the attorney/client
privilege, and is otherwise protected from disclosure under applicable law.  This transmission is intended only for the use of
the individual or entity to which it is herein addressed.  If the reader of this transmission is not the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, copying or use of this transmission or any information contained
herein is strictly prohibited.
If you have received this transmission in error, please call 717-233-6633 and return the transmission to us via email, fax
(717) 233-7003, or U.S. First Class mail.  We will promptly reimburse you for any costs you incur.
 
 
 

From: CulturalContrarian <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com> 
 Sent: Thursday, December 8, 2022 4:07 PM

 To: Andrew W. Norfleet <ANorfleet@laverylaw.com>
 Subject: RE: Case # 22-3329 Private Conditional Settle Proposal

mailto:anorfleet@laverylaw.com


 
Are you disagreeing that your client received an email from Chester County Detectives, didn't receive a RTKL to
furnish a copy of that email and ignored that request?  If that is you and your client's position, I will simply suggest
that a disagreement isn't with my representation, but with the evidence.
 
I provided the date of the request and your client may want to check with Antonio S. Ortega to determine if Mr. Ortega
may have failed to inform your client properly. My request was not presented to Mr. Ortega, but your client.   
 
Regard,
 
John Ryan Miller
 
Plaintiff Pro Se
------- Original Message -------

 On Thursday, December 8th, 2022 at 2:08 PM, CulturalContrarian <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com> wrote:
 

Thank you for your reply. You client was in receipt of an email from Chester County Detectives informing them of
my actions. Your client was in receipt of a RTKL request submitted on March 30, 2022 and ignored the response
as provided as evidence provided to the court. I was hopeful that your client would have done research to verify
his own investigation to provide you with the documents of his participation. As I stated in my offer, that I was in
possession of the document I was seeking, with your client's name identified in the broadcast email.  
 
I am also hopeful that I had never desired for these events to come to this level at all and I am sensitive to those in
authority that got put in a precarious position through the actions of others. Unfortunately, the major culprits are
the Octorara School Board and my desire is to simply document how far and wide the actions went simply to deny
my right to speak.
 
To be completely transparent, I would prefer a peaceful resolution with the defendants in your clients position (in
the spirit of the proposal), and demonstrate that I strive to be a very reasonable person, even when my exercise of
a right gets converted into allegations of a crime.
 
I hope this provides clarity and would appreciate a response one way or another.
 
Regards,
 
John Ryan Miller
Plaintiff Pro Se
------- Original Message -------

 On Thursday, December 8th, 2022 at 1:53 PM, Andrew W. Norfleet <ANorfleet@laverylaw.com> wrote:
 

Mr. Miller:
 

mailto:CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com
mailto:ANorfleet@laverylaw.com


Good afternoon. We represent Marc Partee (Chief Partee) in this case.  I received this morning the twelve
(12) page document drafted by you, which you describe as a “private conditional settle[ment] proposal.”   
 
After reviewing your complaint, I cannot understand why you named Chief Partee as a defendant in this
case.   Chief Partee is the Chief of Police at Lincoln University.  None of the events you describe in your
complaint occurred at Lincoln University.   Further, you do not allege that Chief Partee was involved in the
traffic stop described in your complaint. 
 
If you wish to explain your theory of liability against Chief Partee, please share that information with me.   
 
Have a good day.
 
Andy
 
Andrew W. Norfleet, J.D., LL.M.
Lavery Law
225 Market Street, Suite 304
Harrisburg, PA 17101
anorfleet@laverylaw.com
(717) 233-6633
 

  **IMPORTANT NOTICE**
The information contained in this email transmission is privileged and confidential and subject to the attorney/client
privilege, and is otherwise protected from disclosure under applicable law.  This transmission is intended only for the
use of the individual or entity to which it is herein addressed.  If the reader of this transmission is not the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, copying, or use of this transmission or any
information contained herein is strictly prohibited.
If you have received this transmission in error, please call 717-233-6633 and return the transmission to us via email,
fax (717) 233-7003, or U.S. First Class mail.  We will promptly reimburse you for any costs you incur.
 
 
 
 

From: CulturalContrarian <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com> 
 Sent: Thursday, December 8, 2022 12:13 PM

 To: 'Ryan Miller' <CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com>
 Subject: Case # 22-3329 Private Conditional Settle Proposal

 
 
To Counsel:

mailto:anorfleet@laverylaw.com
mailto:CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com
mailto:CulturalContrarian@protonmail.com


I respectfully submit the attached document for your review and presentation to defendants for their reasonable
consideration. I have chosen to communicate directly through email as it is my best attempt to ensure a
respectable degree of privacy for consideration of this proposal. The document hopefully captures my desires
and intentions clearly and if additional clarity is desired I am open to those conversations. I am open to phone
conversations and email. 
 
Regards,
 
John Ryan Miller
Plaintiff Pro Se
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Right to Know Form

From Antonio Ortega <aortega@lincoln.edu>

To DavidJonesPA@protonmail.com

CC mpartee@lincoln.edu

Date Thursday, March 31st, 2022 at 3�39 PM

Mr. Jones,

My Chief of Police, Marc Partee forwarded me the Right to Know form you sent him. May I ask, are
you a former Lincoln University student? and what is your date of birth? so, I can be sure to supply you
with the proper information.

Respectfully,

Antonio S. Ortega
Police Lieutenant of Operations 
Department of Public Safety
Lincoln University 
Ph: 484 365 5121 
Fax: 484 365 8115 



Right to know law request

From DavidJonesPA <DavidJonesPA@protonmail.com>

To mpartee@lincoln.edu

Date Wednesday, March 30th, 2022 at 4�04 PM

Attached is a Right to Know Law request.

Regards,

David Jones

1.58 MB 1 file attached

Lincoln University.pdf 1.58 MB



    
    

 
          

        

  

                        

 

    

   

        

  

         

        
                  

               
  

 

 

 

 

 

   

  

  

          
       

    
 

 

      

         

           

 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Standard Right-to-Know Law Request Form 
Good communication is vital in the RTKL process. Complete this form thoroughly and retain a copy; it may be 
required if an appeal is filed. You have 15 business days to appeal after a request is denied or deemed denied. 

SUBMITTED TO AGENCY NAME: _____________________________________________________________________(Attn: AORO) 

Date of Request: __________________________________ Submitted via: □ Email □ U.S. Mail □ Fax □ In Person

PERSON MAKING REQUEST: 

Name: ________________________________________________ Company (if applicable): ______________________________________ 

Mailing Address: ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

City: ____________________________ State: ________ Zip: ______________ Email: ____________________________________________ 

Telephone: ____________________________________________________ Fax: ____________________________________________________ 

How do you prefer to be contacted if the agency has questions? □ Telephone □ Email □ U.S. Mail

RECORDS REQUESTED: Be clear and concise. Provide as much specific detail as possible, ideally including subject 
matter, time frame, and type of record or party names. RTKL requests should seek records, not ask questions. Requesters 
are not required to explain why the records are sought or the intended use of the records unless otherwise required by law. 
Use additional pages if necessary. 

DO YOU WANT COPIES? □ Yes, printed copies (default if none are checked)

□ Yes, electronic copies preferred if available

□ No, in-person inspection of records preferred (may request copies later)

Do you want certified copies? □ Yes (may be subject to additional costs) □ No
RTKL requests may require payment or prepayment of fees. See the Official RTKL Fee Schedule for more details. 

Please notify me if fees associated with this request will be more than □ $100 (or) □ $____________.

ITEMS BELOW THIS LINE FOR AGENCY USE ONLY 

Tracking: ____________________ Date Received: ____________________ Response Due (5 bus. days): ____________________ 

30-Day Ext.? □ Yes □ No (If Yes, Final Due Date: ___________________) Actual Response Date: ____________________

Request was: □ Granted □ Partially Granted & Denied □ Denied   Cost to Requester: $_____________________

□ Appropriate third parties notified and given an opportunity to object to the release of requested records.

NOTE: In most cases, a completed RTKL request form is a public record. Form updated Feb. 3, 2020 
More information about the RTKL is available at https://www.openrecords.pa.gov 

https://www.openrecords.pa.gov/
https://www.openrecords.pa.gov/Documents/RTKL/FormCertification.pdf
https://www.openrecords.pa.gov/RTKL/FeeStructure.cfm

